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In efforts to present a stronger public image to possible funding sources, the 
student personnel staffs of community colleges ir Maryland established an ad hoc 
committee to assess the services being oftered students by the various college 
counseling centers (12). It was hoped that evaluation of current guidance programs 
would enable the different schools to learn from each other, and strengthen their 
weaknesses. Goals of the committee were to establish a task force to write guidef.nes 
for student personnel work, and to set up an evaluation group to study, through 
opinionnaires, the services and practices available. A modified version of the 
Raines—Carnegie Study of Junior College Student Personnel Services was 
administered to about 100 students and all full-time faculty and student personnel 
workers at each college. A visiting team discussed results of the questionnaires with 
each campus group in hopes ot identifying good and bad practices. While little 
questionnaire data is available as yet. it is apparent that the campus centers are 
taking a critical look at their own procedures. Generally. Maryland seems to be weak 
in placement and health services, with full-time students particularly aware and critical 
of the services. (Author/CJ) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE 
PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS 
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
POSITION OR POLICY. 

' MAID jx Glid'd.*-. -ACE? — l.lwl LlnlCTICKb IN EVALUATION 
'resented at the 19o9 ATGA Convention, Session if 17 3 



Acre than two years a go , it x„ms recognized by the student 
personnel workers in the community colleges of Maryland and by members 
of the pupil personnel staff of the Sttte Department of Education that 
S O 17: 3 of available to the State of Maryland from the Federal 

National Defense Act, Title V-A, should be reaching the community 
COlj-©^G3 —OP ioHG improvement of counseling services to students. 

At an early meeting, called by the Department of Education and attended 
by representatives of the student personnel staff of each public 
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>ring equal benefit to all community college students 
^possible that fiscal year. But the group 
co.mr.ittmeut to try again the following year 
carry-out a combined project. The actual 
cum of money available to each college amounted to £-2,000.00 — 
really not enough money to have a significant impact on a program 
of student personnel services at today’s prices, but ^24,000. 00, 
wisely spent, could have a real effect on the programs in the State 
if it "zerood-in” on the r-. al trouble spots in existing programs. 
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How we did, and still do, have a large collection of common 
problems. Such things a remedial instruction, public information 
for students and prospective students (and indeed other groups we 
wanted to hear the community college story) , research on student 
characteristics, a model testing program, evaluation of existing 
services, a set of guidelines for services, the list could go on 
if my memory were better — or if those earlier meetings were not 



what they were — as all early attempts at cooperation are— confusingl 
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While all of us saw the value of cooperation, each of us had our 
own pet idea, each of the colleges somewhat different in state of 
development, each college had some unique problems, even the dif- 
ferent personalities of the members of the ad hoc group had some 
effect. (Just in case you have missed it in your own observations, 
student personnel workers are not a agreeable group — in fact in our 
area we seem to have a corner on divergency.) Some colleges had, 
they believed, the f^al message or idea that could use all the money, 
and therefore some other places believing they could not borrow the 
idea because their college was too different, could not accept 
this idea. But you have been through this yourself, I am sure. 

How did we manage to settle on a scheme of state-wide evaluation? 

It’s a curious, tortuous path from here to there and I will try to 
recount as best I can! 

Gne idea that had rather strong and early support (in particular 



from the college presidents, public reaction and vocational program 
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staff) was a campaign of public information about community colleges 
aimed at students in the junior and senior high schools, the local 
businessmen, and county political leaders. Maryland community college 
are relatively new — most founded within the last 12 years and could 
use some good public exposure. State support has not been the best 



and more money from both State and the counties would be mos 
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come. We thought we finally had a good common idea — one that would 
improve the educational opportunity for students in the community 
college by making opportunities already available known to the student 
and possibly increasing opportunity for expanded offerings through 
better state and local tax support. It looked like we were moving. 

The presidents were consulted, they agreed, the State Department saw 
merit in the project, but there was still rough water ahead. 

Unless you know what you want to say about community colleges — 
a state-wide public information campaign is difficult to get off of 
the ground. Well no one was sure v/hich aspects of the community 
colleges in the State needed public exposure— and besides "publicity” 
or selling never seems to appeal too strongly to student personnel 
people. Since no one had "the me as sage” gears were shifted to the 
idea of a state-wide workshop of student personnel workers from all 
the public community colleges out of v/hich should grow: 

1. some common ideas about community colleges 
in our State, from which a public infor- 
mation program might evolve 

2. a look at our personnel programs in a 
critical way 
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.ns for improvement in the - 



future 



Agreement was 
Presidents and 



received from the State Department of Education^ the 
the various stud on t personnel vorkors at the/ colloge 



A planning group of representatives from each college was formed and 
a smaller executive committee was created to select a director for 



;he conference and do the planning for final appraisal by the total 



committee. 

Dr. Alice Thurston was engaged by the chairman as Conference 
Director* Dr. Jane Matson as program co-ordinator. Speaker or 
group leaders for the conference included Dr. Edmund Glaser, 

Dr. Max Baines, Dr. Dorothy Knoell, Dr. Terry O’Banion, Dr. Jack 
Sorrells ;J Dr. Lynn Orth and Dr. Uattenbarger. 

The reason for mentioning these people is, in one sense, obvious 

as they represent leaders in our field and having an opportunity to 

be with uhem for four days is valuable in itself. A less obvious 

reason is that many of them were to return to Maryland in March for 

two days evaluation visits — and this is really the essence of the 

evaluation project. Tho four day conference with practically all 

of the junior college personnel workers (and a few deans and presi- 

dents in the State) meeting with leaders in our field, led to a 

series of two-day, self-evaluation visits to each of 11 State Community 

Colleges. Each visit followed the administration of a modified 

version of the opinion instrument used by Dr. Raines in the Carnegie 

Study of Community College Student Personnel Programs to groups of 

» 

students, faculty, administrators and student personnel workers. 
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There was considerable debate at Williamsburg about the "real" 
value of any program of evaluation for many reasons — the two strongest 
sentiments were: 

1. no good instrument for evaluating services 
exists 

2. the time and money involved would be better 
spent on programs of action — in particular 
on a model or pilot project of a student 
development nature 

But the orginal reasons for the conference seemed to call for follow- 
up of the state-wide evaluation and sharing of this information, so 
two clear resolutions resulted in spite of some objections. Two 
committees were created: 

1. Task Force One - to write guidelines for student 

personnel work. 

2. Evaluation Group - to study through opinion 

survey the services and prac- 
tices currently being offered. 

I have included all this preliminary information to help you 
understand that the evaluation has had wide, general involvement of 
student personnel workers sine it was first suggested— and that 1 s 
an important fact because it seems clear now that the process of 
evaluation is more important and more valuable than the data collected. 
I will concentrate on the process end say very little about the 
results of the opinion surveys. 

Cnee evaluation was to bo done it was necessary to choose or 
devise an instrument. Part of the lead-up to the Williamsburg 
Conference had already included the use of a modified form of the 



instrument that was used 



in the Paines - Carnegie Stuaey of Junior 



College Student Personnel Services. 



While little was done with the 



summary information at Williamsburg 
further use of the opinionnaire as 



, it did set the stag© for the 
a device for tying the evaluation 



visits together. Each college agreed to give the questionnaire to 
about 100 students, all full-time faculty, all administrators and 
all student personnel workers. An index (on a 4 point scale) was 
developed for each item (33 in all). Each group’s response was 
summarized and listed with the other three groups so that the follow- 
ing could be done: 

1. items marked cannot judge by 1/3 were set aside 

2. items marked below 2.0 we re identified 

3. items marked above 3.0 were identified 

4. inconsistent judgement identified topics for 
group discussions 

The visiting team was asked to concentrate their discussion with 
various groups marked good, poor, or judged inconsistently, but 
the teams were not bound to this system and each visit had its own 
characteristic pattern determined in part by the personality of the 
consultant and team members and what the groups wanted to talk 



about . 

The hope was that good practices could be indentified for 
sharing with others and poor practices could be called to the atten- 
tion of that college by the team— hopefully would be observed from the 
summary of the opinion, index sheets. Since the 12 college visits were 
all scheduled for the middle of this past March, I have little data 
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on the reports from the teens, but I can share information of e very 
general nature soout now one visits were arranged and what value the 
process itself has seemed to have. 

All of the events foil owin •- the Williamsburg Conference have 
been organised and executed by the Maryland Association of Junior 
Colleges — student Personnel Division which is a group that has no 
i, '^l*” uiii*e oiiicers. A_lu 01 us serve because we are interested in 
sharing or helpin somehow with our common problems. Projects, of 

the scope that we have attempted, have pulled us together into a 

« 

useful organization. 



Williamsburg got us together for four days of good discussions 



with leaders 



in our field - National and State-wide. 



Two clear projects for the total groud developed out of the 



Conference: 



1. Evaluation by a team from one college visiting 
another college along with a consultant 
chosen by the college to visited from among 
the consultants present at Williamsburg 

2. Create "Task Force One" to write a basic set of 
guidelines for student personnel work that 
could set some patterns :for the future. 



EFFECTS CF THE PROCESS - 



USE 



OF QUESTIONNAIRE 



The use of a p, minted (even the physical appearance of the 
opinion instrument seemed to have a positive effect) questionnaire 
started conversations going on each ccmpuo among students, faculty 
and administrators about why the project was being done. Provided 

a good chance to share information about attitudes and opinions on 
each campus. 
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Tabulation of results on each campus at least allowed for some 
judgement about what services are well done or poorly done or are 
seen differently by various groups. 

Team visits we re useful to both the team and college visited. 
Again the process of discussion by the visiting team with the student 
groups, faculty and administrative groups and usually a rather 
lengthy discussion with student personnel staff usually helped to 
focus oh the effect of the program on the students who were being 
served. 



3ach visiting team left a written report of its opinion of the 
college's program and the experience of the visiting team (composed 
of collegues remember) has the same kind of effect as serving on an 
accrediting team does. It is usually of more value to the team than 
to the college. I am sure many good practices will be transplanted 
from one campus to another by the process of the system of cross- 
evaluation. 



Just how the data from the modified questionnaire will be 
summarized is not finally determined, but I do know that each 
college's data will be published blind, and that student, faculty, 
and administrative responses will be tallied on a state-wide basis. 

Whether any grand conclusions will be drawn is doubtful, but 
the expected differences among new, middle-aged, and older colleges 
are already obvious — young institutions get good "grades" from the 
students probably because everybody is pioneering — older institutions 
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have complex systems uhet ore better known by one staff than by the 



students. 

Full-time student 3 t ro norn rvt^n of services £>nd rnoro critical . 
Part-time students are .loss avrro of services, but seem to expect 
and even desire to be left ; lone . 

In general, we in Maryland scorn to be very poor in getting our 
students involved in community service activities — as seen by every- 
one who answered the questionnaire. V/e are weak in placement services 
and health services and will probably have s problem with student 
housing in the near future because the students see it as a weakness 
and we believe we have no concern in this area because v/e are a 



community college. 

Do we make a difference— this program will never tell but it 
has brought us together end to a point where v/e now can ask are we 
assisting with student development — we know some of the standard 
services v/ill not alone make up a real program of student develop- 



ment. 



Presenter: 



EDVJ/RP C. Kt/HL, JR. 

Dean of Students 
Harford Junior College 
Chairman, Student Personnel Division 
Maryland Association of Junior Colleges 



